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Abstract  (Abstract heading style) 
Design has become increasingly engaged with bringing about social change. Shifting 
domains and perspectives to conflict stricken contexts yield opportunities to explore 
emerging forms of design that enable the expression and articulation of difference in 
productive ways, which can contribute positively to efforts related to civic issues and 
struggles in urban settings from developing countries. We explore the recently developed 
notion of Adversarial Design to support the integration of diverging perspectives and 
grassroots voices in the design process. This paper presents the findings and design insights 
from our study with two grassroots organisations in Bogota, Colombia. We present three 
themes that expose ways in which conflict motivates bringing about change, the importance 
of the social and physical features of the urban landscape, and the way in which social 
change acts as catalyst for acquiring new knowledge. To finalise, we discuss two design 
areas and how design could be used to integrate dissimilar worldviews.    
Design Process; Design for Change; Adversarial Design; Grassroots 
Organisations; Urban Informatics; Colombia 
Design faces major challenges when entering spaces of social change. These challenges can 
be leveraged through the consideration of local nuances within the enclosing social context 
and participation. Motivated by a turn towards understanding how design can contribute to 
societal change rooted in bottom-up pursuits, this research explores how to integrate 
marginalized voices in the design process by re-situating design in the developing world. 
Understanding the differentiating circumstances of the local struggles, make possible the 
emergence of spaces of confrontation and the integration of multiple views productive to the 
democratic condition (Björgvinsson, Ehn, & Hillgren, 2010, 2012; DiSalvo, 2012).  
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We emphasised an Adversarial Design (DiSalvo, 2012) stance that emerged from a political 
perspective known as agonism, where consensus and conflict resolution are not conclusive 
(Mouffe, 2000).  
We see potential in situating this design shift in the Latin American context, where the local 
design traditions in each country obey specific conditions (Fernández & Bonsiepe, 2008) 
where various design perspectives and stances have been examined. Our emphasis in 
Colombia pays particular attention to local grassroots traditions (Rodríguez, 2011) that 
address issues such as poverty, social inequality, violence, and forced displacement (Grupo 
de Memoria Histórica, 2011) resultant from the long-lasting internal armed conflict. We 
collaborated with two grassroots groups based in Bogota: Fundación Artística y Social La 
Familia Ayara and Muévete América Latina. Both groups address the abovementioned civic 
struggles, work in conjunction with a wide group of communities, and are firmly set in the 
urban context. 
This study aims to identify how agonistic design processes can begin to be situated, 
operationalized, understood, and reflected upon in the Colombian grassroots context. In 
addition, the study aims at bringing the organisations’ voices to the design process, as 
previously there has been little focus on Adversarial Design and participation in design 
research here. This study responds to a call for building bridges between different views 
operating in the city dealing with civic issues and struggles (Foth, Parra Agudelo, & Palleis, 
2013).  
Background 
Design can be seen as a decisive transformative process (Cross, 2001; Simon, 1996). It can 
be leveraged through participation for radical change and innovation within specific 
geographically and historically located situations (Björgvinsson et al., 2010) while providing 
an arena to negotiate and articulate social change between the individual, social context and 
the designed artifact (Gerrard & Sosa, 2014). A turn towards understanding how design can 
contribute to social change grounded in bottom-up approaches is visible in particular areas of 
the field. Some aim at addressing the inherent politics; interpretation and negotiation of 
power issues in community-based design research (DiSalvo et al., 2010), foregrounding 
issues associated to designing for and with urban grassroots groups such as how they 
communicate with others, their lack of resources, the changing physical and often adverse 
environments where they operate, and their internal power structures among others 
(Kuznetsov et al., 2011), identifying effective tactics for collaboration (Moulder, Boschman, 
Wakkary, Odom, & Kuznetsov, 2014), supporting the expression of marginalised grassroots 
voices (Björgvinsson et al., 2012) and contributing to the development of community-based 
Participatory Design (DiSalvo, Clement, Pipek, Simonsen, & Robertson, 2012) to gather 
people, communities, grassroots organisations and points of view to bring about change.  
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The integration of powerless or marginalised voices to design processes in domains outside 
the traditional focus of developed countries presents major challenges for understanding and 
re-situating them (cf. Halskov & Hansen, 2015; Hussain, Sanders, & Steinert, 2012). In 
order to address the distinct local settings of developing countries Hussain et al. (2012) argue 
that the differentiating circumstances call for the consideration of human, social, cultural, 
religious, financial and organisational aspects and their associated factors, including 
language barriers, local customs or availability of resources among others. Braa, Titlestad, 
and Sæbø (2004) indicate these aspects could include governmental and political constraints, 
or the geographical location, as emphasized by Elovaara, Igira, and Mörtberg (2006). This 
shift towards new domains aligning different contexts and representatives (where 
engagement moves towards empowering multiple voices) (Björgvinsson et al., 2012) opens 
up possibilities for expressing, conveying and engaging political issues and concerns through 
spaces of confrontation in Adversarial Design (AD) (DiSalvo, 2012). AD is a cultural 
production doing the work of agonism; substantiating the idea that democracy is intrinsically 
open to debate (DiSalvo, 2012).  
By placing design in a position to articulate disagreement and confrontation (e.g., 
Björgvinsson et al., 2010, 2012; DiSalvo, 2012) the process of envisaging design outcomes 
does not presuppose agreement and conflict resolution but rather integrates multiple views in 
a continuation of ongoing struggles (Mouffe, 2000) that are productive to the democratic 
condition (DiSalvo, 2012). 
The Latin American design tradition submits to the customs and practices of each country 
(e.g., Fernández & Bonsiepe, 2008), but follows similar discourses of agency, emancipation 
and political action (e.g., Fernández, 2008; Leon, 2008) that in some cases are informed by 
local schools of thought underpinning fights for regional autonomy (León, 2014). Recent 
work in South America has further seen the exploration of design lenses and models closely 
aligned, but which also challenge (e.g., Kapp & Baltazar, 2012), the aforementioned 
propositions, including adversarial-design-based civic appropriations of the city through 
interactive artifacts in Santiago de Chile (Gómez, 2013), participatory design projects tightly 
coupled to the urban fabric (e.g., Souto, 2012) and underserved communities in Brazil (e.g., 
Baltazar, 2008; dos Santos, 2006). Contemporary research efforts in countries such as 
Colombia delve into understanding the distinctions of agency, community empowerment and 
bringing about change through participatory design in the local context, e.g., by working 
with loosely organized city-based communities (Navarro-Sanint, 2013) or examining 
popular culture in urban and rural contexts (de los Reyes, 2012). Our research continues to 
explore and develop design strategies to support community efforts of a contested nature in 
Bogota with a focus on two local grassroots organisations.  
The Colombian Context 
Colombia has a long history of grassroots organisations addressing the aftereffects of the 
long-running armed conflict (Rodríguez, 2011), such as those that formed as a result of the 
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deficient application of the 1961 land reform law during the 70’s (Hirschman, 1984). 
Further, confrontations, illegal activities, and regulatory measures imposed on Colombian 
citizens established a regime of violence that forced the country’s population to migrate to 
urban contexts, making the situation one of the most critical manifestations of the war 
reaching the highest levels between 2001 and 2003 (Grupo de Memoria Histórica, 2011). 
Nevertheless the war’s stronghold over the population did not stop civic creative initiatives 
(e.g., Rodríguez, 2008) and the development of local approaches for dealing with social 
struggles. The organisations on which this project focuses work in conjunction with a 
plethora of underserved communities across the city by using creative means to tackle civic 
issues and struggles. 
Fundación Artística y Social La Familia Ayara (Ayara) is a non-profit youth organisation 
founded in 1996 that addresses violence, poverty, racial, social and economic discrimination 
through art (Vidal Arizabaleta, 2011). Ayara grounds its work in Hip Hop culture making a 
strong emphasis in urban art including Graffiti, Break Dance, Rap, and Dj’ing among others. 
Ayara has developed its own interdisciplinary High Impact Methodology for undertaking 
their social efforts (Ayara, 2009; Vidal Arizabaleta, 2011; Young in Prison, 2014) by 
concentrating on local forms of Hip Hop, which provide for recovering and maintaining 
local stories and social identities that link local desires and aspirations, hardships and social 
realities to global trends and geopolitical shifts (Dennis, 2012). Ayara’s methodology aims at 
teaching the participants via creative means concepts such as self-esteem, conflict resolution, 
social skills, and purposefulness; and is based on thematic and artistic workshops that 
integrate social and psychological components (Ayara, 2009; Young in Prison, 2014). The 
organisation is interested in providing a sense of individual and collective accomplishment, 
supporting artistic and social growth, strengthening collective processes and individual self-
esteem and the integration of local youth into their communities through the creation of 
tangible creative outcomes in their workshops (Ayara, 2009; Young in Prison, 2014). 
Muévete América Latina (MAL) is a grassroots organisation that started in 2009 driven by 
an interest in public space interventions. From the onset, MAL decided to explore and utilize 
various forms of urban art such as Street Art, Graffiti and Muralism to address the struggles 
of underserved communities in Bogota. This group maintains a horizontal organisational 
structure, allowing the individual members and the group to have a significant interaction 
with people and organisations working on similar topics. MAL constantly brings its work to 
the streets and to different communities. Their efforts concentrate on exposing and 
minimising issues of social discrimination and inequality, poverty, food justice, indigenous 
affairs, reclaiming public space as discussion arena, social and environmental sustainability 
and forced recruitment. MAL collaborates with underserved communities by running 
workshops and community-based collective public interventions but also works 
independently (Muévete América Latina, 2012). The organisation has no formal documents 
outlining an explicit methodology for integrating community voices to their projects, 
although the group documents their actions on their blog (https://emeaele.wordpress.com/), 
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and social media outlets in Twitter and Facebook. Molina Nicholls (2013) provides an 
individual account of how MAL emerged as a collaborative team and documented the early 
stages of the group. 
Both MAL and Ayara focus their efforts in making use of art practices and the urban 
environment to address similar civic issues. Both organisations operate with a hands-on 
approach, support individual and community development, strive to achieve visible and 
tangible outcomes through their work in a similar fashion to other Colombian grassroots 
initiatives that attempt to bring about change (e.g., Rodriguez, 2012). Our research seeks to 
identify how the organisations can integrate design processes as additional means for 
engaging civic struggles in urban environments and further support their efforts towards 
social transformation.  
Research Design 
Our study was conducted using a combination of qualitative research methods including 
field notes, focus groups and design workshops. Field notes were taken after three one-hour 
long visits to Ayara’s headquarters whereby the group’s perspectives and expectations were 
discussed, and during a one hour-long social gathering. In addition field notes were taken 
after three visits to MAL’s main operation hub and a work-related pushbike road trip. Two 
visits lasted two hours and another five hours. The road trip lasted for about ten hours and 
included a visit to a family house in the country to which MAL retreats occasionally; two 
stops in which they painted in a collaborative fashion; a lunch session that comprised the 
discussion of future activities and sightseeing. Field notes were taken to gain an early 
understanding of how Ayara and MAL situate their interests and the issues they address in 
the city. The notes also provided early insights about how both groups employ reach out 
strategies and utilise their workspaces. The visits, discussions and different activities 
undertaken during the events preceding the focus groups and workshops aimed at building 
trust and increasing comfort in the interactions between the organisations and the prospective 
participants with the research team. The field notes provided early insights to tailor the focus 
group and workshop to each organisation.  
Motivated by Ayara and MAL’s interests in making interventions in public spaces, the focus 
groups and the workshops were designed to leverage their knowledge and include their 
perspectives in the design of interactive artifacts for the streets of Bogota, and included 
participants of both organisations that have a varied experience in grassroots work. In 
addition the workshops incorporated additional design methods usually part of the early 
steps of a design project including Brainsketching, and paper prototyping (Figure 1). A brief 
revision of the web presence of both MAL and Ayara provided a general picture of how they 
communicate with their member and others and information overlooked during the focus 
groups or the workshops. 
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Figure 1. General structure of the research design.  
We conducted and audio recorded one focus group and one design workshop (90 min each) 
per organisation. MAL’s participants included three people that belong to the core group that 
coordinates their main activities, and two participants that carry out activities in the nearby 
town of Soacha. Ayara’s participants included twelve people in total. The group included 
members of the organisation, volunteers, and people from the communities they collaborate 
with.  
Participants were recruited first through email and then each group re-distributed the call 
using various channels. The initial work with MAL helped to inform and re-shape the 
sessions with Ayara. 
The purpose of combining focus groups and workshops was manifold: the focus groups’ 
priority was to gain insights about how MAL and Ayara operate; to identify the possibilities 
of using interactive technologies for addressing their agendas and to collaboratively 
formulate a design brief in the form of a question that was tailored to their needs. The 
workshop brought a collaborative and flexible design process borrowing methods and 
strategies from interaction design and incorporated the brief as launching platform for 
envisaging design artifacts and public interventions serving the organisations’ causes. A 
collaborative version of Brainsketching (Linsey et al., 2011; Van Der Lugt, 2002) was 
implemented for the creative phase and paper prototyping (Snyder, 2003) for materializing 
ideas.  
A thematic analysis approach was used to derive themes primarily from the focus groups and 
workshops. An Adversarial Design lens was applied to find spaces of confrontation in order 
to express and engage civic issues and concerns during the design process (DiSalvo, 2012). 
The sketches and prototypes were analysed in relationship to the themes providing additional 
information used to reinforce and further develop the themes. 
Results 
The following subsections describe the themes that emerged from the fieldwork. The format 
and design of both activities were conducive to discussions around these topics. The key 
themes relate to the pursuit of bringing grassroots organisations’ agendas to design artifacts 
through participation in the design process. In addition, the sketches and prototypes 
produced during the workshops support the key themes presented below. 
 Motivating Change Through Conflict 
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 Context and Place as Relevant Modifiers 
 Prompting Transformation Through Learning 
Motivating Change Through Conflict 
A wide array of public, private, grassroots, community-based and individual interests in 
Bogota deal with topics that originate in the country’s internal conflict. The light in which 
both Ayara and MAL see these different groups relates to how they perceive hostility, 
opposition, neutrality, adherence or allegiance to their own agendas.  
Ayara engages civic issues and struggles both at community and institutional levels in the 
country including the Colombian administration (Ayara, 2014). The data collected however 
revealed individual perspectives and nuances about how some members perceive other 
organisations, institutions or people and the adversarial relationship that appear to exist. The 
strong animosity against police forces expressed by a group of participants is an example.  
MAL tends to interact with other groups that work with and in underserved communities. 
They ground their beliefs in community action and are strongly aligned with discourses of 
emancipation and common ownership of the territory as opposed to institutional 
interventions and private proprietorship. MAL perceives some institutions as antagonists and 
the police was highlighted as one of the most hostile institution towards their work, P5 stated 
that “during a protest…the ESMAD (Mobile Anti-Disturbance Squadron) grabbed us and 
broke everything we had” and P1 later added “one day we were painting and they went over 
our painting trays with their motorbikes”. MAL sees other grassroots efforts, indigenous and 
neighborhood-based communities, and other artists as accepting and encouraging. The 
participants disregarded the ability of some governmental institutions and considered them 
incompetent to address the struggles of underprivileged groups. MAL maintains a strong 
dissenting stance and an antagonistic relationship with top-down perspectives and their 
actions are mostly rooted in opposition to these views as acts of collective resistance.  
Bottom-up worldviews, strategies and tactics for bringing about change sometimes collide 
with top-down positions, programs and courses of action. Participants from both 
organisations position their actions in contrast to those in opposition, operationalise conflict 
to foster change by inhabiting contested spaces where the appropriation of the urban 
landscape is a key component.  
Context and Place as Relevant Modifiers 
Ayara and MAL consider location a key component in the development of their projects and 
both groups continuously referred to the social and physical environment of the city. As 
stated by one of the members of MAL they would always inspect the location first before 
running a workshop or tackling a big project. This was also made visible through their 
Brainsketching process in which they first discussed generic locations and then focused on 
specific spaces in the city.  
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Both Ayara an MAL discussed how understanding the nuances of a particular location, a 
street or a particular neighborhood would shape the final result of a project. This is 
exemplified by how a participant from Ayara mentioned that envisaging interactive 
interventions was not adequate for the local context because the approach was grounded in 
technologies accessible only to ‘gomelos’, namely wealthy people, neighborhoods and 
nations. The group proposed a project focusing on a design and technology training strategy 
for victims of forced displacement living in informal housing in the neighborhood Ciudad 
Bolívar. The participants envisioned the use of situated interventions by leveraging them 
against the physical and social dimensions of the environment in a way that would be 
conducive to effective change. Emphasis was placed on addressing scarcity of economic 
resources by building design capacity within the community for financial gain. 
MAL’s members discussed the relevance of specific street locations in the city throughout 
the sessions. Two examples are the formulation of projects exploring interactivity and light 
in poorly lit public spaces and the resulting prototype (Figure 2).  
 
Figure 2. MAL prototyping with paper and a mobile phone under a bridge 
The importance of urban physical features was highlighted by the participants and is 
exemplified by the group bringing the prototype to a fence-like structure pointed at by one of 
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the participants, and discussing the changes they would make to the prototype to suit the 
structure.  
The significance of specific locations for Ayara and MAL is manifest in how the two 
considered the distinct physical qualities of the urban landscape and deliberated about 
physical features and locations in the city for placing interactive interventions. Moreover, 
both groups also considered and discussed social aspects related to the distressing and 
difficult living conditions living in places like Ciudad Bolivar among others. 
Prompting Transformation Through Learning 
Ayara and MAL are organisations that keep updating their work strategies. Both groups 
strive to keep learning at organisational and individual levels while sharing their knowledge 
with other groups and people. In this particular scenario however the approach changed 
depending on the group. For instance, in relation to running a workshop Ayara spread the 
word and informed everybody in the community could learn as a group. In contrast P1 from 
MAL referred to the workshop as “an exercise that provided the group with new tools to 
approach their own projects even though they always tried to explore new pathways”. 
The enthusiasm for increasing the organisations’ knowledge across a wide range of topics 
was evidenced by participants from Ayara starting with design and technology-related 
questions, moving to the social implications of bringing interactive artifacts to underserved 
communities and questioning the introduction of foreign ideas and developments, to then 
repositioning the project by developing a training strategy for people living under difficult 
conditions as a result of the discussion. Similarly participants from MAL declared their 
interest in learning more about bringing interactivity to their own projects (Figure 3). In this 
instance a participant discussed his previous experience with interactive projects and saw 
opportunities to apply and further expand his skills to merge them with the group’s 
forthcoming projects.  
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Figure 3. MAL’s sketch that shows ideas and interactive features of a public space intervention 
Discussion 
The findings presented in this paper explore themes linking to the possible impacts of 
bringing design methods to grassroots organisations, design researchers and practitioners. 
This discussion highlight the way in which grassroots groups can make use of design 
processes grounded in interaction design and employ them to address civic issues and 
struggles. It puts forward two areas of consideration for design working with grassroots 
organisations engaged with civic issues; designing for dialogue and contestation and 
designing for bringing about change. 
Designing for Dialogue and Contestation 
A shared characteristic between Ayara and MAL is their dealings with civic issues at street 
level in Bogota. They are however configured differently in relation to the core disciplines 
that they employ to address such issues. The results obtained from working with both 
organisations contribute to our understanding of how each participant articulates their 
interests and personal work in relation to other participants and the organisation itself. In 
addition the results provide insights about how both organisations and their members deal 
with opposing or similar perspectives and how context and location provides a unique 
platform from where and how opposition is confronted. Consequently it is necessary to 
reflect on the nature of the clash generated by different perspectives, individual differences 
and top-down and bottom-up approaches, and the potential of using design tools and 
processes as mediation and knowledge devices.  
Ayara encompasses a wide pool of disciplines and people that bring their backgrounds, 
interests and expectations along to their collective efforts as organisation. When examining 
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their views on different perspectives or institutions it becomes clear that there is an ongoing 
conflict with other organisations and groups of people that might be a consequence of how 
the group perceives opposing takes on how to address the same problems by others. When 
examining the multiple design briefs proposed and discussed it is apparent participants were 
interested in an inclusive project encompassing multiple views. This can be seen in how a 
similar proposal was formulated by three different participants that stressed the need to 
educate the police forces about the beneficial aspects of graffiti and other visible expressions 
of Hip Hop in the streets of Bogota, envisaging political encounters that encompass different 
we/they relationships (DiSalvo, 2012; Mouffe, 2005) between the police and Ayara. 
The final design brief focused on including communities from underserved neighborhoods 
with little access to education and jobs and emphasised the development of projects that 
made use of interactive technologies for public spaces. At this stage individual perspectives 
played a key role in how the brief was addressed in the following phase. The individual 
approach is visible in the ideas that were put forward during the Brainsketching stage, where 
the participants focused on interactive artifacts for concerts or interactive graffiti that were 
mostly aligned with personal interests. The Brainsketching phase provided room for the 
exploration of individual ideas within a collective setting. In spite of this rise of personal 
views the prototyping phase that followed made palpable how the group came together to 
drive the project towards a collectively relevant exercise not only for them but also for the 
struggling communities in the city’s periphery. The group’s agreement becomes discernible 
through the prototype that concluded in the design of a capacity-building strategy for 
learning how to make use of design processes and technology, with the intention of putting 
to good use the local resources and the available networked technologies in underserved 
communities. The significance of this proposal is also linked to the importance placed in the 
relevance of particular contexts and locations. This was made evident by the fact that the 
prototype developed by the group made emphasis in assisting a group of people that were 
forcibly displaced by the internal armed conflict and live in an underprivileged 
neighborhood called Ciudad Bolivar. Further, the prototyping activity brought the group 
together by providing a space for considering perspectives beyond the organisation and 
articulating individual, organisational and institutional differences. 
MAL incorporates members that have different backgrounds and similar interests that bring 
them together and nurture their shared endeavors. By examining their perspective on 
different views from other institutions, organisations or people, a continuing and strong 
antagonist relationship with different institutions and governmental bodies becomes visible. 
This might originate in the hostile nature of some of the experiences that the group has had 
to face in the past and in how the group perceives some people and institutions as highly 
unfriendly. The group seems to understand the contested nature of their work and how they 
stand in opposition to top-down perspectives and other citizens. This understanding is 
highlighted by the fact that the group did not consider the integration or collaboration with 
any holder of a different view in their design briefs, Brainsketches or prototype but rather 
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decided to stand in opposition and challenge them directly, maintaining their work has a 
focus on reclaiming the city for the underserved.  
By comparing both organisations we can distinguish how each positions lends itself in 
relation to other groups, organisations or interested parties, by making use of different design 
tools. Ayara’s process drifted from the exploration of individual perspectives and the 
integration of opposing views that considered the role of antagonist institutions and their role 
as possible partners concluding in a proposal that could encompass multiple perspectives in a 
cooperative way despite opposition, in doing so Ayara takes an open stance by blending 
bottom-up and top-down worldviews in what Manzini (2013) calls hybrid processes. In 
contrast MAL’s process shows how their adversarial stance can be maintained as a result of 
individual and collective convergence in relation to how to approach the re-appropriation of 
the city through location-specific projects, grounding themselves in a bottom-up framework 
(Manzini, 2013). 
Designing for Bringing About Change  
Bringing about societal change is at the core of Ayara and MAL and their urban-centred 
work tends to converge around similar issues and struggles.  Both groups tackle these issues 
in a hands-on manner and the results provide insights about how by capitalising on conflict, 
difference and opposition, the emerging design solutions can take advantage of the 
conditions of the urban landscape and yield an understanding of how the design process can 
support the organisations’ efforts by providing designerly tools for envisaging change.  
When putting in contrast the process of both organisations two discernible and distinct forms 
of envisaging transformation emerge. One is centred on developing the individual potential 
and capacity, motivating learning and growth within the group, the other focused on bringing 
about change in the city. The former is visible in MAL’s focus on producing ideas grounded 
in an interest of learning how to make use of interactive technologies in public spaces. This 
was highlighted by two of the participants when one mentioned that the workshop had 
provided the group a novel way of looking at the development of ideas even though as a 
group they strive to keep innovating and exploring new ways of working in the city and 
another one mentioned wanting to learn more about how to design and use technology for 
their projects. It is also visible in Ayara in how the organisation made an inclusive call to 
participate in the focus groups and the workshops stating that knowledge should be shared 
with their associated communities and spill over beyond Ayara itself, and as stated by a 
participant, it would be ideal to run design workshops that included an associated technology 
component. In the second instance both groups regarded the use of design processes as 
valuable devices that can give them advantages to move forward with their efforts. It is 
apparent in Ayara’s case that the participants recognised the potential of using design 
methods to bring about change given that the final project and prototype envisaged was 
fundamentally a location-specific adaptation of the focus group and workshop created for 
this research project. The development of a design capacity building strategy appears to be 
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aligned with notions of a kind of bottom-up design-driven social innovation that aims at 
increasing the scale of action by collaborating with top-down entities (Manzini, 2013). In a 
similar fashion MAL made visible their interest in continuing by explicitly requesting 
follow-up prototype-making sessions to further test their ideas and modify the urban 
nightscape of Bogota with interactive lights among others. 
Conclusion 
The aim of this paper was to discuss the role of design and Adversarial Design in the 
Colombian grassroots context. We have introduced a series of data collection methods 
resulting in three key theme and a discussion of two design areas in which those themes 
converge; the forms in which conflict is operationalized to motivate change, the importance 
of both the social and physical characteristics of the urban environment; and the different 
approaches and motivations for learning within the organisations. Due to the geographical, 
societal, organisational aspects and political stances, the design considerations derived from 
the themes present how design can be re-directed either towards organisational change and 
the articulation of internal difference or towards transformations of the built and social 
aspects of the urban environment.  
Design provides the means to work with grassroots groups in urban settings of developing 
countries. The purpose of designing from an adversarial perspective can provide fruitful 
results both by providing tools for designing interventions for public spaces that challenge 
top-down and bottom-up views and in building design capacity within the organisations. 
This paper contributes some preliminary research towards such goals. 
Limitations and Future Work 
This study focused on two grassroots organisations from Bogota, and as such, the 
generalisability of the findings is limited. It would be beneficial to conduct similar studies 
with other groups and cities in Colombia, but also in other developing countries with 
different demographics, where ongoing internal armed conflicts persist, or have recently 
ended. This might result in contrasting priorities where societal change is approached from 
different perspectives. 
The length of time in which the data was collected was relatively short, but the data collected 
was rich in details, which should reduce and moderate this limitation. 
The future direction of this study points at further examination of the relevance of 
adversarial design and participation in conjunction with collaborative work grassroots 
groups in developing countries. Making progress in this direction would allow identifying 
emerging forms of design that embrace the local nuances and are relevant to the region.  
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